of the offices indicated.
Among the categories of information presented in Table A-lf the category most vulnerable to change is the annual funding data. These amounts are subject to considerable fluctuation within any given year because of decisions to move funds into or out of accounts previously designated for evaluations and because of different interpretations as to whether a given project is an evaluation or a research activity. An example of the first type of fluctuation was the decision early in fiscal 1980 to transfer funds out of the "line item" appropriation for studies and evaluation of bilingual education programs in order to fund a bilingual television project. A total of $700,000 in OE funds for federal program administration was designated to be used to replace the transferred sum, but because of high expenses associated with implementing the new ED, the bilingual evaluation funds were not replaced. An example of the second type of fluctuation can be seen in NIE's reports of its own program expenditures. Because of an administrative decision to allot the maximum amount of NIE's funding to research purposes, the Institute intentionally labels very few of its projects as evaluations, even though many have characteristics that conform to the definition presented above.
The aspect of the table most likely to provoke questions from readers is the inclusion of federally conducted audits of federal, state, and local implementation of federal programs. Audits are generally not considered to be evaluative in nature, especially since they usually focus only on the fiscal operations of individual federally funded projects. In recent years, however, federal audits have become increasingly concerned with nonfiscal matters, particularly state and local compliance with legislated objectives and procedures. The adoption of this auditing focus has resulted, in some instances, in a blurring of the distinction between audits and evaluations, particularly given the establishment of specified national priorities for federal education audits. For example, the fiscal 1980 work plan for the HEW Office of the Inspector General identified three priorities for audits of state and local administration of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA):  (1) compliance with thers (e.g., Indian edi cation and community education).gton,  D.C.:    U.S. General Accounting
